The Secessionist Idea is neither the servant nor the product of a medium.
and to publicize exhibitions at the Little Galleries.
•2 Not merely an advertising supplement, Canera Work lay at the heart of a more subtle enterprise: Stieglitz To secure the enthusiastic cooperation of collectors, critics, and other nonartists essential to the secessionist cause, supporters had to be reassured that they, too, "aid[ed] the Secession" in meaningful ways.
The urge to form advantageous alliances outweighed merely professional considerations. Although Camera Work's purpose was, on the most obvious level, to challenge and redefine existing boundaries within the artistic guild in order to make room for photographers, it would be a mistake to interpret the Photo-Secession as simply a fledgling professional association. Camera Work brimmed with demands that photographers be treated as artists. Nonetheless, its writers bristled at the suggestion that artists in other fields could evaluate photography on the basis of their professional experience alone. As a distinct and quickly developing medium, they argued, photography resisted easy assessment even by experienced art-world professionals (Stieglitz 1905 to acquaint themselves with the subject. Except as an assistance to their own work, they do not treat it seriously, and their attitude toward a print is generally one of surprise that it should be as good as or no worse than it is. (1903, 44) Membership within the photographic profession also did little to guarantee sympathetic or kind treatment in Camera Work. When the well-credentialed professional photographer Julius C. Strauss "presumed to act as spokesman for the photographic pictorialists," Stieglitz quickly undercut his authority. Freely acknowledging Strauss's status as "a well-known professional portraitphotographer," Stieglitz denied that membership in the photographic profession qualified him to speak for the group. "No doubt," the editor wrote, Mr. Strauss was actuated by what he conceived to be the best interests of photography, and for taking the initiative is entitled to much credit; but his connection with the modern pictorial movement has hardly been such as to have given him the knowledge and experience necessary to impress the authorities with the history and consequent rights of photography as a fine art. ("Pictorial Photography: The St. Louis Exposition," Camera Work 1
Uanuary 1903], 37) •v Camera Work's hostility to mere professionalism in photography stemmed from the Secession's desire to be defined differently from other American artists' associations, which often were organized around common professional aspirations rather than shared artistic styles or methods. Like Carfin, $tieglitz described artistic photography as a movement, with rules of association derived from aesthetics rather than professional protocol. As constructed in the pages of Camera Work, the artistic splinter group was a movement which transcended professional boundaries, holding its own within the art world as an organization which simultaneously relied on and denied its integration within that community. • Stieglitz's explanation of Strauss's ineptitude as an interpreter of pictorialism exposes another function of the metaphor of "movement." In questioning Strauss's capacity to speak in "the best interests of photography," Sneglitz first excluded Strauss from commenting on the "modern pictorial movement." Quickly, though, he extended this ban to all artistic photography, questioning Strauss's familiarity with "the history and consequent rights of photography as a fine art." By blurring the distinction between the two, Stieglitz expanded Secession terrain to include not only their own productions, but all artistic photography. Moreover, he expanded their role beyond the production to the interpretation of artistic works, claiming exclusive right to photography's history, as well as its future. By drawing boundaries between Secessionists and professionals in this way, Stieglitz both laid the basis for Secession unity through self-interpretation, and helped to exclude alternative visions of the possibilities for artistic photography.
Stieglitz's formation of an elaborate matrix of institutional support for the p•ctorialist project attests to his profound debt to organizational developments in the Gilded Age art world. Convinced that America's clearest path to artistic greatness lay in the establishment of institutions devoted to the display, dissemination, and explication of art, Gilded Age art lovers dotted the landscape with museums, schools, and critical outlets (Harris [1966 ] 1982 , Horowitz 1976 , Miller 1966 . Although nineteenth-century institution builders had generally represented the connection between organization and artistic results in rather vague terms, proposing that greater public art consciousness fostered by new museums, for instance, would contribute to a generalized improvement in American artistic production, some artists' groups recognized organization's more tangible potentials. While these groups generally relied on association for their strength, they occasionally turned to criticism as well. The Society for the Advancement of Truth in Art, thus, relied heavily on its journal, the New Path, in its campaign to transform American art (Ferber and Gerdts 1985).
The Photo-Secession's organizational structure reflected Stieglitz's thorough understanding of the need for a multilayered, institution-building approach to successful artistic production. In Camera Work, Stieglitz recognized a new and powerful use for criticism, surpassing Gilded Age practice in significant respects. Unwilling to embrace fully the methods of his predecessors, who had used criticism to promote not only the development of particular art institutions but the importance of institution building per se, Stieglitz used criticism to more complicated ends. Denying the importance of institution building to artistic production, Stieglitz used Camera Work to create a fictional institution as powerful as the museum, the market, or any of its nineteenth-century predecessors: the avant-garde. If Gilded Age writers had seen criticism as the glittering thread which tied institution to institution, which bound artist to art world, and which drew the observer's eye to the brilliant fabric that resulted, the Secessionists understood that criticism could be used just as easily to opposite ends. While Stieglitz and his associates wove collectors, artists, and critics together, the thread spun by Camera Work concealed rather than revealed. In their hands, Camera Work produced not art-world unity, but the myth of non-affiliation.
"The Safeness of Standing Alone"
If Stieglitz was to deny the organizational roots of pictorialism's success, it would not have served his purpose to portray the Photo-Secession as merely an improvement upon or surrogate for existing art-world organizations. Throughout the nineteenth century, a succession of rebel groups had emerged within the American art world, each claiming to overthrow the stale methods of the "establishment," and to represent artists' true and future needs (see Morgan 1978). They sought to replace the "establishment," however, with new institutions. As it turned out, most of these associations eventually developed an unhappy resemblance to their predecessors, falling into comfortable routines of nepotism and sterility and spurning new works in favour of the tired productions of already established members. 2ø Just decades after its founding in the 1870s, for example, the Society of American Artists was shedding its own splinter groups such as the Ten, who no longer believed that the association provided an environment suitably distinct from that of the Academy (Gerdts et al. 1990).
Stieglitz proposed something different. While Camera Work did reveal the conventional aspects of the Photo-Secession's structure--division into multiple layers of membership, special distinction for artistic members, membership by selectionrathe editors also used the journal to construct the Secession as a different kind of entity, reliant solely on aesthetic sympathy for its cohesion. 2• Caffin promoted this vision most succinctly, arguing that "The Photo-Secession, in fact, is all that one particular strong personality stands for, syndicated" (Caffin 1907a, 27 ). Caffin's attribution of Secession imperative to a single, unified will masked the complicated negotiations within the photographic community that had determined the group's membership, diverting attention instead to the group's aesthetic principles. zz we are dealing, not with a society, not with an organization, as much as with a movement. The Secession is not so much a school or a following as an attitude towards life; and its motto seems to be:re'Give every man who claims to have a message for the world a chance of being heard.' (1909, 22) Once again, Camera Work's metaphorical description of the Secession as a movement, rather than a formal association, both provided the rhetorical basis for Secession unity through common practice, and argued for its unique claim to "honest," free, and therefore natural production. Affiliation with a movement had payoffs for participants, as well, rhetorically uniting disparate producers and allowing them to forget the more earthly components of the artistic lifempolitical intrigue, the constant struggle for fame and success•in favour of a purer notion of artistic production.
In 1906, the Photo-Secession achieved a milestone in its struggle to gain acceptance for photography as an independent artistic medium: an invitation to mount an exhibit at the Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts. The academy had, after all, "helped to initiate the Salon movement in Philadelphia," only to close "its doors on the photographers and their claims" a few years later By relinquishing its works to the inexpert hands of outsiders, Willard suggested, the Secession would never be able to convince the world of photography's true merit.
Stieglitz's appeal to "independence" as the standard for Secession entry into exhibitions served several purposes. It allowed him to explain the Secession's uneasiness concerning competing institutions, and enabled him to distance the group from the many friendly associations it had made. Moreover, it allowed Stieglitz to perform this distancing while continuing to portray the approval of these outside groups as evidence of the Secession's merit. In European capitals. We had hoped to publish in this number extracts from these articles, but upon mature consideration have deemed it best to omit them. The Photo-Secession and its workers have so often been accused of over-weaning arrogance and conceit that the eulogistic tone of all these critiques would seem, if reprinted by us, to lend some truth to these charges, and therefore, to save our modesty, we feel constrained to forego publishing these reviews. Stieglitz's promotion of the contextually neutral "moment of revelation" as the key to taste formation had powerful consequences not only for the American art world in its narrowest sense, but for all Americans whose lives might have been affected by the making and consuming of art. By denying the importance of Secessionist institution building, $tieglitz was able to attribute the group's success entirely to its artistic productions. In this way, Stieglitz helped to initiate a modernist art criticism which promoted the making of aesthetically "superior" objects as the primary and exclusive goal of artistic activity, and which located the primary source of artistic meaning in artistic objects, rather than within complicated interactions between viewers and works. 4• Not coincidentally, Camera Work also offered a radically curtailed definition of the "public" for art, continuing a process of diminution begun by professional critics before the turn of the century. so
In the pages of Camera Work, the infinitely educable public promoted in the 1870s finally gave way to a full-fledged aristocracy of taste, exemplified by Sadakichi Hartmann's s• assertion that the Secessionists care little for popular approval, insisting upon works, not faith, and believing that their share having been done in producing the work, the public must now do the rest. A few friends, and these of understanding mind, a few true appreciators, this is all they expect and all they desire. (1904, 47) The avant-garde aristocracy of vision promoted by Stieglitz and his associates differed significantly from taste hierarchies operative since the 1870s. To be sure, institution-building writers in the period after the Civil War valued the opinions of some observers over others, tending to give credence to those who, like themselves, had earned their say through years of art-world activity. These writers never suggested, however, that critical facility stemmed purely from talent or other "natural" roots, or that differences in the growling that art appreciation can not be taught. It may be fostered, gradually developed in some naturally responsive and neglected individual, but even then it will lack freedom and spontaneity. Appreciation is an individual growth, like art itself, and it necessitates inborn talent from the start.
For that reason art is by the few and for the few. The more individual a work of art is, the more precious and free it is apt to be; and at the same time, as a natural consequence, the more difficult to understand. (1910, 37) Hartmann's bald assessment of the sources of critical acumen placed criticism on the same creative plane as artistic production while assaulting the public's authority to judge and appreciate art. But, although he denigrated the public for a lack of natural critical facility, he also complained that laziness, and not inborn deficiency, had kept the public from fully exercising its opportunity to judge art. Because art required vigorous thought, Hartmann maintained, most Americans had simply abandoned it in favour of music, film, and other more passive enjoyments. "Works of art," he wrote, Revue cana&enne d'•tudes arnbrtca•nes are generally so high-priced that they are beyond the means of the middle class. And merely to study them is too much of an intellectual exertion. People understand a Tschaikowsky symphony as little as an Impressionist exhibit, nevertheless ninety-nine out of a hundred will prefer to hear the concert, while one solitary individual will derive a similar pleasure and satisfaction from the paintings, for the simple reason that music is easier to enjoy. One pays a comparatively small admission, sits down and listens, and the music drifts without any personal effort into one's consciousness. (1912, 19) Hartmann's promotion of a visible critical elect chipped away at pubhc participation in artistic judgment. In defining the sources of artistic meaning and enjoyment, however, this critic and self-conscious literary agent was unwilling to relinquish too much agency to works alone. Although Hartmann proposed that the critic derived his capacity to judge and enjoy art from natural, rather than learned, sources, he refused to describe this talent merely in terms of a capacity to receive predetermined impressions.
Carlin demonstrated a similar reluctance to abandon critical agency completely, failing to analyse explicitly the process by which he himself had come to admire Secessionist productions. Although he frequently referred to his judgments as "impressions," his actual meaning for the metaphor was never clear. Notwithstanding his reluctance to erase his own involvement in the production of artistic meaning, Caffin did reassign agency to works when describing the critical activity of others, thus disguising the organizational roots of the Secession's success. Despite devoting years of his own labour to building audiences through criticism, Carlin argued that "The PhotoSecession has passed over the heads of the critics and directly reached the public" (Carlin 1907c, 27). His comments on the physical context of exhibition at the Little Galleries reinforced this line of argument, removing the hand of organization from Secessionist display much as it had erased the impact of criticism (Caffin 1906, 33) This had dangerous consequences. Although Bowles posited the "public" observer as an ignorant observer, he did not suggest that the "public" for art included just anyone. In Bowles's formulation, only a small number of people were able to grasp the meaning and significance of art works, and those who could not could never be educated to do so. Thus in calling for "a campaign of publicity," he hardly suggested that the Secession blanket the nation with didactic literature on the principles of artistic photography to prepare future audiences for their interaction with the medium. Instead, Bowles pressed a notion of "publicity" which had little to do with building an audience for pictorialism, but which instead indicated the management of a self-selecting audience whose approval was already known. Bowles thus reversed Gilded Age criticism's understanding of the relationship between education and perception, positing "publicity" as a gloss, after the fact, on those localized elements that vision alone had not made clear, and "genuine interest" as a condition determined not by an observer's curiosity, but by his or her approval. In this way, Bowles rejected Gilded Age critics' faith not only in the efficacy of institution building, but in the public's ability to shape and 6. The most thorough examination of this dynamic can be found in the work of Keller (1984), who argues that the success of "Art Photography" owed more to Stieglitz's promotional efforts than to the content of his work or the work of his associates. Although his argument is highly suggestive, Keller's central preoccupation with the epistemological ramifications of S tieglitz's institution-building activities renders it ultimately unsafisfying. To Keller, Stieghtz's organizational activities are problematic mainly in that they led to the creation of "a presngeoriented pseudo art world" whose components failed to live up to the standards set by "legitimate and functional support institutions" such as the academy, and which promoted mediocre work as "genuinely innovative." The problem with this line of analysis is that it presumes that the evaluation of art works can ever take place outside of "the manufacture of ... fame," and that by erasing the "promotional" effects of S tieglitz's organizational activines we can achieve an objective "re-evaluation of the movement. 
